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Purpose
The purpose of this study was to determine if
differences existed among classroom teachers, in-school
suspension teachers and administrators regarding their
perceived effectiveness of the In-School Suspension (ISS)
Program in ten selected high schools in the Atlanta Public
School System.
Methods and Procedures
The sample for this study consisted of 175 classroom
teachers, 10 in-school suspension teachers and 10
administrators from a population of ten high schools that
were selected from the eighteen high schools in the Atlanta
Public School System. Five schools were selected from the
top of the socioeconomic scale and five schools were
selected from the bottom of the socioeconomic scale as
determined by the number of free and reduced lunches in the
respective school.
Results
The results of this study indicated that there was a
significant difference among classroom teachers, in-school
suspension teachers and administrators in their perception
of the effectiveness of the In-School Suspension Program.
There was a significant difference between the mean scores
of in-school suspension teachers and classroom teachers.
The administrators' mean score indicated that there may
also be a significant difference between administrators and
classroom teachers in their perception of the effectiveness
of the In-School Suspension Program.
Conclusions and Recommendations
1. Provide informative sessions for all school
personnel to impart knowledge of the guidelines and
procedures of the In-School Suspension Program.
2. Encourage good home/school relations by convening
some of the PTA meetings in the community.
3. Reduce the confinement period of students assigned
to in-school suspension for 3-5 day who exemplify good
behavior after at least two days of the assignment.
4. Design a city-wide Conduct Council to include
teachers, students and parents from each high school in the
Atlanta Public School System. Award some type of incentive
to one student in each school who has shown the most
improvement in conduct.
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5. Provide at least one brief annual meeting of all
in-school suspension teachers in the Atlanta Public School
System for the purpose of assessing problems and generating
ideas for improving the programs.
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CHAPTER I
Introduction
Most studies seem to agree that effective
instruction in school can be best obtained by good
leadership, and by maintaining positive, non-disruptive
student behavior. The development of student behavior
patterns congenial to learning is a process which parents,
teachers, administrators, counselors, and other school
staff members should strive to attain. Effective
instruction is often stymied when there is deviant behavior
in the classroom.
Whenever there is mention of school improvement,
seemingly the number one problem is discipline. Very often
short-term suspension, long -term suspension or total
expulsion from the school system is the school official's
answer to the problem. This answer, however, often does
more harm than good. The ineffectiveness of this type of
punishment is the reason for the In-School Suspension (ISS)
Program.
Many school districts have recently adopted in-school
suspension in recognition of the need for more effective
disciplinary procedures and as a way of correction of the
inherent flaws in traditional suspension procedures. The
purpose of suspension, in any form, is removing disruptive
students from the classroom, protecting students and
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teachers, and encouraging social and emotional maturity
among students.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to survey three separate
groups of educators: classroom teachers, ISS teachers, and
administrators to determine their perceptions of the
effectiveness of the In-School Suspension Programs. The
basic thesis was if the In-School Suspension Programs are
effective there will be a reduction in the level of class
disruptions, academic discipline will improve among
students who have been assigned to ISS—their grade point
average will be maintained and the general school climate
will be conducive for teaching and learning. A survey
questionnaire was conducted in ten selected schools in the
Atlanta Public School System. Respondents were asked to
include certain demographic data such as age, race, sex,
years of teaching experience, and present position.
Rationale
This study focused upon the problem of determining
if differences exist among Classroom teachers, ISS
teachers and administrators in their perception of the
effectiveness of the In-School Suspension Program. Namely,
their perceptions of the goals of the program, the impact
of the program on students' behavior, views and academic
discipline.
Jordan (1987) stated that as schools are faced with
the problem of student misbehavior, much attention has been
given to the causes of student misbehavior in an effort to
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predict and prevent future behavior problems. At the same
time, schools have looked at different methods, procedures
and strategies in trying to cope with discipline problems.
In most schools, however, the discipline approach is
generally determined by the building level administrators
who must routinely evaluate discipline referrals and make
decisions about consequences for behavior based on the
information presented on the referral. Public opinion
polls have stated that discipline problems are not being
dealt with appropriately in the schools. Teachers and
administrators have stated that the disciplinary process is
very complex and therefore requires an educator's special
experience and training in order to deal with discipline
matters.
Jordan also recognized that misbehavior in the school
or classroom is often only a symptom of a larger problem
troubling the student and thereby causing difficulty for
that student, the administrators, teachers, and other
students. No ideal cure or punishment exists for all types
of misbehavior.
Jordan continues by citing antecedent conditions
present in schools that also influence behavior:
authoritarian behavior toward students characterized by
oppression and petty rules, teacher disrespect toward
students, callousness, disinterest, incompetence, arbitrary
and inconsistent rule enforcement, overcrowding, obsolete
facilities, low staff morale, drug and alcohol problems
among students, gang problems, inadequacy of the curriculum
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and activity programs aggravated by ineffective classroom
management skills.
Seyfarth (1980) indicated that the growing popularity
of in-school suspension attests to the validity of charges
made against prevailing suspension practices. In 1974 for
example, the Children's Defense Fund assembled a persuasive
documentation supporting charges that (1) minority students
were suspended in disproportion to their numbers in the
student population; (2) students were suspended for minor
offenses or for reasons unrelated to the stated purpose of
suspension (for example, to force parents to become
involved); and (3) students were denied due process
protection before being suspended.
The U. S. Supreme Court, in Goss v. Lopez, 419 U. S.
565 (1975), agreed that suspension practices were abused
and ordered that due process protection must be provided
for students who are denied educational opportunities for
disciplinary reasons. The court specifically required an
informal hearing for suspensions of five days or less.
Further, it made clear—without going into detail—that
more elaborate protections would be necessary in cases of
suspension for more than five days.
Any disciplinary procedure is subject to abuse, and
in-school suspension is no exception. The possibility
of overuse of in-school suspension is increased when
teachers and administrators believe that students may be
absent from classes for a few days without significant
harm. Similarly, overuse is encouraged by the attitude
that removal of a disruptive student enhances learning
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opportunities for other students and compensates for the
loss to the individual.
In-school suspensions have been accepted as viable
responses to precipitous rates of out-of-school
suspensions in nonviolent and more mild cases of
misbehavior. If this is true, do administrators and
teachers view the In-School Suspension Program the same?
Has the teaching and learning climate improved because of
the In-School Suspension Program? These questions are
important and may impact on the referral process and the
manner in which students are assigned to in-school
suspension.
The Educational Context of the Problem
The State of Georgia takes pride in supporting the
most comprehensive and feasible education reform program
in the nation. The Quality Basic Education (QBE) Act,
enacted in 1985. One of the major components of QBE is
the In-School Suspension Program. This program provides
an alternative to suspension and expulsion for disruptive
students. Such students may be placed in locations
isolated from other students where they follow strict
rules of behavior, continue their regular classroom
assignments, and receive instruction in basic academic
skills.
In-School Suspension Design For the Atlanta Public Schools
The Altanta Public Schools (APS) established
In-School Suspension Programs in all of their senior high
schools during the 1986 Fall Semester. The purpose of the
6
ISS program is to provide a service to those students who
would otherwise be assigned out-of-school suspension. The
primary objectives of the program are to provide assistance
to students experiencing problems in the regular school
environment and to reassign them as promptly as possible
to the mainstream of academic life. In some instances,
the program may also be used as an intervention program for
students who have demonstrated inadequate adjustment in the
school environment.
The In-School Suspension (ISS) Program was designed to
administer appropriate punishment to disruptive students
while at the same time, keep them under the direct
supervision of school authorities. The intent was to
isolate the disruptive students from the non-disruptive
students, to instruct the disruptive students and to
counsel the disruptive students.
The two major service components of the In-School
Suspension Program are academic assistance and guidance
and counseling. Assistance may be obtained from support
personnel for individual counseling and group guidance to
include strategies which will enable students to control,
manage, and accept responsibility for their behavior; cope
with and manage conflict in their lives; explore and define
their values; and make decisions. Support personnel
available to give assistance include guidance counselors,
school psychologists, school social workers, other school
level resource personnel, community and business agencies.
The Atlanta Public Schools Guidelines for School
Conduct lists the in-school suspension as the consequence
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for the following offenses:
1. Continuous Class Cutting - The parent is notified
after three cuts and the student is assigned to after¬
school detention. If the class cutting is repeated,
the next disciplinary action is the in-school suspension
assignment.
2. Tardies - The parent is notified after three
tardies and the student is assigned to after-school
detention. If the student fails to conform, the next
consequence is assignment to in-school suspension.
3. Smoking and/or Use of Tobacco Products - The
parent is notified in writing or by telephone of the
offense and the student is assigned to after-school
detention. If the offense is repeated the student is
assigned to in-school suspension.
4. Disrespectful Behavior - A conference is held with
the teacher, parent and the student. The student is
assigned after-school detention. A repeat of this offense
results in in-school suspension.
5. Impudence, Refusal to Follow Instructions of School
Personnel, Talking Back - The parent is notified in
writing or by telephone of this offense and the student is
assigned to after-school detention. If there is no
improvement, the next action is in-school suspension.
6. Disruptive Behavior (or any action that interferes
with school activities) - The third disciplinary action
taken if misconduct continues is assignment to in-school
suspension.
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7. Possession of Beeper(s) - The second disciplinary
action taken if the rule if not observed is assignment to
the In-School Suspension Program.
8. Attacks, Fights Without Weapons - Violation of
this rule results in in-school suspension after the second
offense.
Variations of the In-School Suspension Program setting
and structure may exist; however, the basic guidelines and
procedures are similar.
The referral procedure is vital to the success of the
In-School Suspension Program. When a violation occurs, the
teacher submits to the principal or assistant principal a
written referral stating the offense and any pertinent
information that can assist the administrator in making a
decision for the necessary disciplinary action.
The principal/assistant principal are the only
authorized personnel within the school who can assign
students to the program. This system provides a control
that keeps the program from being used inappropriately as a
"dumping ground” and assures that the services offered
reach those who would benefit most from them. The
principal, assistant principal and the ISS teacher maintain
close communication to ensure adherence to a maximum
enrollment ratio of one ISS teacher to every twenty-three
students and a maximum of five days per offense.
The principal is responsible for all due process and
appeal procedures related to out-of-school suspension,
in-school suspension and expulsions that should be carried
out in a manner that protects the rights of all concerned.
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This includes investigating the circumstances surrounding
the incident; holding conferences to determine facts and
take appropriate action.
Assignment to the In-School Suspension Program may be
for one (1) to five (5) days for violaton of the
established policies, rules, regulations and/or
administrative directives issued by the Superintendent.
During the in-school suspension assignment, students are
prohibited from participation in on-the-job training (OJT)
and/or any extra-curricular activities.
A contract, prepared in duplicate, is sent to the
parent/guardian informing them of the student's in-school
suspension assignment. The purpose, the objectives and
the nature of the program are stated in the document. The
student's responsibilities are clearly outlined. Both
copies of the contract are sent to the parent/guardian with
the instructions to sign one copy and return it. Their
signature indicates that they understand the
restrictions and rules and will support the school in its
expectations of acceptable behavior.
The in-school suspension room is self-contained and
equipped with supplemental instructional materials and
tools available for student utilization. Ideally, it
should be located in a completely isolated area away from
the regular instructional program.
Lavatory usage is restricted to two visits per day,
one in the morning and one in the afternoon. The entire
group is accompanied by the in-school suspension teacher
to assure that no contact is made with other students.
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Lunch is served on a satellite basis within the in¬
school suspension room. Assignees in the program are
afforded the same amount of time for lunch as regular
students.
The in-school suspension teacher has the major
responsibility of obtaining instructional assignments for
every student assigned to in-school suspension. Each
teacher who is responsible for any part of the student's
academic program is informed of the ISS assignment and the
duration of the assignment. Specific duties of the ISS
teacher include establishing guidelines for acceptable
behavior, reporting attendance to the regular homeroom
teacher, monitoring the students' academic performance and
returning completed assignments to the respective
classroom teachers on a daily basis.
The classroom teacher has the responsibility to
provide the student assigned to in-school suspension the
same types of academic assignment that would ordinarily be
taught in his/ her classroom for the duration of the
suspension. The teacher must give academic credit for all
of the work the student completes during the in-school
suspension assignment.
The student shares in the responsibility for
instructional continuity and must complete each assignment
in each subject area every day of the in-school suspension
term. Special projects, homework, etc., must be
completed and submitted when due. It is his/her obligation
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to bring a signed copy of the in-school suspension contract
to the ISS teacher on or before the date of the assignment.
The behavioral progress of students assigned to the
ISS program is assessed daily. Students who fail to comply
with established guidelines for appropriate behavior within
the ISS room may be subject to further disciplinary action
in accordance with the Discipline Guidelines and Procedures
Relating to Suspension and Expulsion, an operations manual
for the Atlanta Public Schools.
The homeroom teacher sends an absentee in for the
student each day of the in-school suspension assignment.
The attendance secretary corrects the entry based on the
ISS teacher's reports. Absences from school during the
time period of assignment to ISS must be made up when
the student returns to school. Suspension, seemingly loses
its appeal when students realize that they will be
supervised and required to do their lesson, and adhere
to established procedures instead of being "set free."
At the end of the in-school suspension assignment
students may be reassigned to classes without the formal
reinstatement with parents present.
Cole (1975) stated that school administrators
frequently use suspension and expulsion, among other
options, in dealing with student infractions of school
rules. Implementation of such disciplinary procedures is
governed either by federal or state statute, or board
guidelines. Although suspension is considered necessary
in dealing with some forms of misconduct, the effects may
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prove to be counterproductive for both the students and
the school.
According to Davie (1986), during the past decade
discipline has become the number one problem in many of
the nation's schools. The professional literature reflects
the concern that teachers, parents and administrators have
for this problem.
Angiolillo (1986) stated that suspension of students
from school (or expulsion from school) as a disciplinary
measure has been a staple of administrators' repertoires
for many years. A closer look at this practice reveals
that there are serious consequences for both students and
schools which result from its use. While suspension is
recognized as necessary in responding to some cases of
misbehavior, in both long- and short-term effects, it can
be harmful to both student and school.
Davie also stated that recently the schools have
sought ways to reduce the large number of students being
suspended for violating school rules. One of the solutions
to this problem presented by school systems throughout the
nation has been to establish In-School Suspension Programs
as an alternative to suspending students from campus.
In-school suspension, according to Angiolillo, is
one alternative which appears frequently in the literature
as the choice of schools attempting to reduce out-of-school
suspensions and their harmful effects. Known by other
names, but distinct from "alternative programs" or
"detention centers," in-school suspension confronts the
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criticisms
students,
class work
school day.
of suspension by providing that punished
as an alternative to exclusion, receive guided
within the school building during the regular
Research Questions
In an attempt to assess the perceptions that
administrators, classroom teachers, and ISS teachers have
concerning the effectiveness of In-School Suspension
Programs in the Atlanta Public School System, the following
questions were the basis for generating this data through a
survey questionnaire:
1. Is there a difference in the views regarding the
effectiveness of the ISS program as perceived by
classroom teachers, ISS teachers and administrators
at ten selected high schools in the Atlanta Public
School System?
2. Is there a difference in students' disruptive
behavior since the implementation of the ISS
program as perceived by classroom teachers, ISS
teachers and administrators at ten selected high
schools in the Atlanta Public School System?
3. Is there an understanding of the goals of the ISS
program, as spelled out or mandated under QBE,
among classroom teachers, ISS teachers and
administrators at ten selected high schools in
the Atlanta Public School System?
4. Is there a difference in the perceptions of
classroom teachers, ISS teachers and administrators
at the low socioeconomic status schools and the
high socioeconomic status schools regarding the
effectiveness of the In-School Suspension Program
at ten selected high schools in the Atlanta Public
School System?5.Is there a difference in the home-school relations
of students who have been assigned to the ISS
program as perceived by classroom teachers, ISS
teachers and administrators at ten selected high
schools in the Atlanta Public School System?
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Significance of the Study
Ramsey (1981) stated that the problem of excessive
out-of-school suspensions continued to accelerate and had
become a national phenomenon which was not peculiar to an
isolated section of the country, state or local district,
nor a specific school. Most school officials and community
groups agreed that out-of-school suspensions represented
a serious threat to the educational progress of young
people.
Evidence of the national scope of the problem of
out-of-school suspensions was supported by the increased
number of out-of-school suspension related cases that had
come before the United States Supreme Court or State
Supreme Courts for judiciary action within the past two
decades. Included in these cases cited by Ramsey were:
...Goss versus Lopez - Due process procedures for
students being suspended.
...Woods versus Strickland (1975) - School boards and
administrators for violations of the due process of
procedures of suspended students.
...Tinker versus DeMoines (1976) - Protection of
constitutional rights of students who are
suspended.
Urban Review (1982) pointed out that several national
studies illuminated the range of problems of high and
spiraling out-of-school suspension rate. The foremost
study was the congressional mandated Safe School Study.
This study was based on a national survey of more than
4,500 elementary and secondary schools. The focus of the
study was to determine the number and affect of crimes in
the schools of America. The Safe School Study was intended
to answer a number of questions related to crime and
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violence in schools of America. The data collected in this
study resulted from surveys which were mailed to
principals. The surveys were self-administered
questionnaires which were given to 23,895 teachers and
another self-administered questionnaire which was given
to 31,171 students randomly selected from schools.
Findings in the Safe School Study revealed that
student suspension is not a matter of student
misbehavior, but it is more a matter of how the school
treats its students. Additionally, it was found that it
is more the way in which students in different schools
behave that affects suspension rates.
Reports and complaints from governmental agencies,
civil rights and child advocacy groups continuously
demanded national attention to the disproportionately
large number of minority students being suspended.
According to Shi-Chang Wu (1982) the probability of
suspension from school for a student not only varies
according to the type of community in which the school is
located but also varies according to the sex, race, and
socioeconomic background of the student. Male students
in every type of school location were more likely to be
suspended than females. Black students were twice as
likely as whites to be suspended. In general, students
whose families were at the lower level of the socioeconomic
spectrum tended to be more frequently suspended.
Winborne and Steinback (1983) contended that another
issue of concern in relation to out-of-school suspension
was the concept of mainstreaming handicapped students
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into the regular school programs and classes. President
Ford, in 1975, signed into law the Education for All
Handicapped Children Act (Public Law 94-142) which called
for incorporating exceptional children into regular classes
if they were already housed in public schools.
Mainstreaming of handicapped students presented special
problems for administrators and teachers in coping with
special behavioral problems associated with the control of
these students. The school is not adequately staffed to
fulfill the needs of special behavioral problems as related
to handicapped students; therefore, the school must resort
to using the suspension process as a means of controlling
these students. This practice led to a significant
increase in the number of handicapped students who were
suspended. Specific legal problems related to out-of-
school suspensions of handicapped students and the high
rate of suspensions of these students were of national
concern.
According to the 1976 report of the United States
Commission on Civil Rights (USCCR), sharp increases in
disciplinary problems and resulting escalation of student
out-of-school suspension have accompanied almost every
major desegregation effort. Findings by Bickel (1981) in
a study of the Jefferson County, Kentucky Public School
System supported the USCCR report by revealing that the
mean for out-of-school suspension rate for black and white
students in 1979-1980 was double that for the school year
1974-1975, prior to the implementation of the desegregation
plan.
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The magnitude of the problem of high out-of-school
suspension rates was clearly manifested in the In-School
Alternative to Suspension Conference Report of the National
Institute of Education (1978). It was found that there
existed a need for a national forum to substantiate the
seriousness of the out-of-school suspension problem. The
purpose of the conference was specifically to explore and
to illuminate various aspects of alternative approaches to
out-of-school suspension.
Delimitations of the Study
This study was limited to ten selected high schools
within the Atlanta Public School System serving students
in grades 9-12. Care was taken to include schools with
small (less than 500), medium (500-999), and large (1000
or more) enrollments; demographic differences in student
population; and differences in faculty composition.
Limitations of the Study
This research was limited by the lack of data from all
of the high schools in the Atlanta Public School System.
It was further limited by the exclusion of students'
perceptions of In-School Suspension Programs within the
school system.
Definition of Terms
Several terms that were used throughout the
investigation needed to be defined in order to clarify
their meaning and to avoid possible misinterpretation. Any
misunderstanding among the respondents would limit the
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usefulness of the data generated by the research
instrument.
Academic Assistance - providing help, when needed,
for students engaged in formal study while assigned to
in-school suspension.
Administrator - individual responsible for the daily
management of all phases of the educational process;
monitors the overall operations of the In-School Suspension
Program including the policies, rules and regulations;
assigns students to in-school, suspension.
Attitude - disposition toward people and school.
Classroom Teacher - holds a valid Georgia Teacher's
Certificate; supervises students in regularly assigned
classes; refers students who violate general classroom
rules for in-school suspension; assesses students' behavior
after they return from in-school suspension to determine if
there is a reduction in class disruptions, an improvement
in academic performance and if the general classroom
climate is conducive for teaching and learning.
Counseling - providing individual and group guidance
to those students assigned to the In-School Suspension
Program.
Disruptive Behavior - any action exhibited by a
student that would disturb the learning climate in the
classroom and/or impede other school activities.
Effectiveness - the extend to which class disruptions,
academic discipline, home/school relations and grade point
averages had improved among students who had been assigned
to in-school suspension.
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Excessive Absence - more than ten days of non-
attendance within any nine-week period.
Excessive Tardiness - late arrival to school or
class three or more times per week.
Fighting - a physical struggle among two or more
students in an attempt to inflict bodily harm upon one
another.
Goal - pursuit of a predetermined directive; an end
towards which one directs exertion.
High Socioeconomic Status Schools - schools with
small numbers of free and reduced lunches based on the
percentage of the total school population.
In-School Suspension (ISS) - the exclusion of a
student from the regular classroom setting and placement
in a restricted, closely monitored setting for a period
of not less than one (1) day nor more than five (5)
school days.
In-School Suspension (ISS) Assignment - academic/
learning activities and homework prepared by the classroom
teacher(s) for students reporting to in-school suspension
for one or more days.
In-School Suspension (ISS) Contract - a document
specifying the reason(s) and number of days the student
is assigned to in-school suspension which is presented
by the principal or designee to the student and the
parent(s)/guardian(s) for required signatures.
In-School Suspension (ISS) Program - the design of
operation for implementing the necessary services
available to students assigned to in-school suspension
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for one or more days, including the physical structure
(room), staff, and operational/instructional guidelines.
In-School Suspension (ISS) Teacher - holds a valid
Georgia Teacher's Certificate; the supervisor of the
In-School Suspension Program who has the unique
responsibility of implementing the guidelines of the
program and securing available resources for student
personnel services, when needed.
Learning Climate - environmental conditions which
exist within a school that affect teachers' instruction
and students' academic performance.
Leaving Campus - exiting the school's premises without
parental or administrative permission.
Low Socioeconomic Status Schools - schools with large
numbers of free and reduced lunches based on the percentage
of the total school population
Out-of-School Suspension - denial of school attendance
by involuntary exclusion of a student from the classroom or
school setting after his/her behavior has been determined
unacceptable according to rules and regulations of the
Board of Education.
Perception - comprehension and insight of a condition
or situation.
Skipping Class - failure to attend one or more
regularly scheduled class(es) without administrative
permission.
Socioeconomic Status - level of income, occupation,
and education measured in terms of one's resources and
production ability. The number of students receiving
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free and reduced lunch determines the socioeconomic status
of a school/community.
Suspension - administrative direction of withdrawal
from regularly scheduled classes/activities for a period of
time. Short-term suspension may extend from one (1) to five
(5) school days. Long-term suspension may extend from ten
(10) to twenty (20) days.
The primary focus of any disciplinary response to
misbehavior should not only be to provide punishment for
the offense, but should also be preventive and remediative.
The students should be given an opportunity to remedy their
behavior.
CHAPTER 2
Review Of Related Literature
Introduction
Researchers seem to agree that effective instruction
in classrooms can best be obtained by maintaining positive,
non-disruptive student behavior. Effective instruction
instantly becomes ineffective when there is visible
evidence of deviant behavior among the students.
This chapter presents a summary of published data from
studies on educationally sound and purposeful means of
reducing discipline problems. The literature section
focuses on the history of discipline in American schools,
contemporary discipline in American schools, socioeconomic
status and suspension, discipline in the Atlanta Public
Schools and in-school suspension.
History of Discipline in American Schools
Bybee and Gee (1982) contend the greatest part of the
Republic's history has been a judicial hesitation about
intrusion into the area of education and about interference
with the judgement of educators in disciplinary matters.
According to Morse (1972) the history of American
education, schools and society have been perceived as
mirrors which reflect each other's image. Whatever ills
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afflict society will be reflected in the schools and
vice versa. Rapid technological, social and economic
changes produce instability and uncertainty in society;
thus, it is not surprising that the current scene in
education is one of restlessness and confusion.
Early researcher, Beaney and Cox (1971), revealed that
that judicial deference was reinforced in the school
context by a specific faith in the quality of American
Education. Thus, school regulations were consistently
upheld on the ground that they were not "clearly arbitrary
and unreasonable," although courts never explored whether
or not the rules performed a proper educational function.
Moreover, even if a court did inquire into the purposes and
objectives of the rule, it would invariably accept without
question the school administration's conjectures about the
dangers to which the educational process would have been
exposed had the regulation in question been adopted or
enforced.
The literature reviewed the historical development
of discipline in American schools. It charted the rise
and fall of the contemporary legal sanction known as in
loco parentis under which it was assumed that teachers
acted as parents in determining what behavior was
appropriate in the school. The research suggested that
teachers continue the broad, important role of teaching-
where they feel more professional and less like surrogate
parents-and let the parents assume the responsibilities of
the discipline and punishment.
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Hogan (1974) viewed the historical judicial response
to school disciplinary methods in three periods:
The First Period-began with colonization and continued
until about 1859, may be characterized as a time of
"judicial laissez faire." During this period courts were
generally inclined to ignore education: federal courts
considered it a state and local matter beyond their
expertise, and state courts were loath to interfere in an
area that was commanded by specialists.
Barnard and Burner (1975) traced the antecedents of
today's disciplinary practices and problems as far back
as colonization which began in 1630 with the "Great
Migration" to the New World of those dissatisfied with
conditions in Europe. In the American wilderness lay the
promise of relieving those problems, at least economically,
by exploiting the natural resources of this new land. The
culture and institutions of the Old World were transplanted
to help compensate for the dislocation of the new
environment. In addition, the migrants brought a certain
utopianism that altered those old institutions for a new
and different purpose. Since 90 percent of the migrants to
the colonies were English it was natural that English
language, custom, and tradition predominated. Even though
the English Colonists' environment, religious motivation,
and sense of destiny differed from that of the country from
which other colonists came, every aspect of colonial
culture had a distinctly English flair. In the Puritan and
Quaker communities, the educational institutions replicated
those the colonists had been familiar with in England. In
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the southern colonies, the plantation system was distinctly
reminiscent of the old English manorial system.
Thus, it was only in the New England Puritan community
that there was early established an almost universal system
of popular education. This would later be the model for
the rest of the country in the development of public
education. The Puritan orientation toward education
provided the ground work for the Education Laws.
The Education Law of 1642 ordered the town select men
to determine periodically whether parents and masters were
complying with the obligation to educate their children, or
the children under their authority, "for the calling and
employment" that they must someday assume. Those found not
in compliance with this command were to be fined.
Colonial severity in the punishment of children
derived from the seventeenth-century perception of the
child and from the scriptures, according to Butts and
Cremin (1953). The adult perception of the child in the
New England colonies corresponded to the theology that
reigned there. Adults commanded the respect and attention
of children in some kind of domestic relationship. In a
parent-child relationship the authority of the parent over
the child was nearly absolute. All but death or maiming
were within the parental prerogative to correct rebellious
children. This measure of parental authority was backed
by governmental willingness, following biblical tradition,
to put to death children over sixteen who cursed or smote
their natural father or mother. Commensurate with this
parental authority was the authority given to those who
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stood in the place of parents, or "in loco parentis":
teachers in the dame, petty or free schools, and masters
who entered the master-servant relation of apprenticeship.
Within the bounds of those relationships adults—whether
parents, masters or teachers—could be quite severe in
their punishment of children.
To the Puritan, the child was born in ignorance and
filled with the tendency to sin. Children were seen as
the objects of possible salvation if taught the doctrines
and principles of Christianity. Otherwise, they would
remain demons incarnate, totally depraved, as evidenced by
their fractiousness with each other, their disinclination
to obey and their general vulgarity. Also, without the
psychological understanding that came later, children were
considered as miniature adults and judged according to
adult expectations. Portraits of children of the time
showed them dressed in adult apparel, assuming adult
postures. And it was not unusual to find fifteen-and
sixteen-year olds entering an adult's world of labor. As
depraved little adults, children were considered lower
members of the social hierarchy, subject to their father or
master.
Butts and Cremin further stated documents from the
period do not show any examples of litigation involving the
discipline of a colonial student. This does not mean that
there was not at least some tacit definition of students'
rights in the colonial classroom. For example, the very
nature of educational institutions in New England provided
methods other than the law for the delimitation of
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teachers' authority and the resolution of conflicts between
parent and teacher when the teacher appeared to have
stepped beyond proper bounds. Though teachers were
considered to stand "in loco parentis" in the course of
their activities with children during the school day, a
number of informal or indirect limitations on their
prerogatives existed: (1) especially with dame and petty
schools, the teacher was a personal acquaintance of the
parents and therefore conscious of the effect disciplinary
actions might have upon the teacher's relationship with the
parents; (2) the employment in a community school was
always subject to the unique governmental authority of New
England, the town meeting; (3) since payment for teaching
was often made in kind, in the form of food and lodging,
teachers whose practices were not approved of could
literally find themselves out in the cold; and (4) since
classes were comprised of students of a wide age group, a
teacher could be restrained by the potential retaliation of
older and larger students.
The Second Period - which researchers considered as the
longest period, lasting roughly the century from 1850 to
about 1950, saw growing state judicial attention to
educational matters. During this period state courts began
to exercise jurisdiction over the schools and developed a
substantial case law that interpreted state legislative
enactment and common law doctrine in a way that permitted
educational practices that would defy contemporary
constitutional principles.
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The second period of the historical judicial response
to school disciplinary methods, as viewed by Hogan, was the
"Age of the Common School", thirty-some years before the
Civil War. Some reformers declared a more optimistic
outlook on human nature. Reports of conditions in the
streets and in the best of homes that appeared to corrupt
children and enlarge the effects of their innate depravity
defied the traditional injunction that parents apply
themselves to the conversion of their children. The
reformers imported the idea that a child is a "delicate
young plant" whose successful nurture is attained by slow,
patient and tender care. They advocated that sin be
"weeded out" instead of "beaten out." Rather than
attempting to break the will with the rod, gentler means of
changing behavior were to be used, and the rod resorted to
only when these failed. The catch word of the reformers
was persuasion, or "moral suasion."
The Common School Movement that began in the 1830s
was the genesis of the public education that we know today.
The movement was a result of the rise of egalitarianism.
Men who were dissatisfied with the educational
opportunities of their states initiated a drive for the
improvement of existing public education. One of the
announced objectives was to establish an environment in
which social order and mutual respect among classes would
be fostered. But such a program was not without
opposition: the resistance to public financing persisted,
as did the pragmatism that distrusted abstract education in
favor of the development of manual skills.
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The establishment of common schools was not without
precedent, nor was the plan without powerful advocates.
Unitarian Horace Mann became its most prominent spokesman.
He had attended town schools in Massachusetts and had
experienced ignorant and cruel teachers. He was never able
to attend school for more than eight to ten weeks of the
year.
He swore that he would correct what he perceived to be
serious faults in the educational system of his day.
Though he forsook other doctrines for Unitarianism, he
believed that society should be governed by a strict moral
code and abandon harsh punishment and drills. Advocating
the merits of centralization of educational functions on
the state level, Mann urged that the common school promote
social harmony, develop a moral and intelligent citizenry
and provide for the full development of each individual.
Destructive forces he saw to be overcome by popular and
uniform education were the widening gap between the
classes, political and sectional devisiveness, and the
schismatic tendencies of sectarianism.
Therefore, two important tenets of the Common School
Movement were that education be nonsectarian, though
Christian, in character, and that no harsh punishment be
used. Both were vehemently opposed by several factions.
In New England the opposition of conservative churchmen was
that the movement would completely sever the ties between
the church and the state and that it was therefore
"nonreligious." The disinclination of reformers to use
corporal punishment was also called nonreligious, for it
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was contrary to God's word in the scriptures. Other areas
of disagreement existed between religious groups. The
Irish Catholic population feared that the public schools
would rob children of religious or other sectarian
inclinations. The Catholics and the Protestants battled
over which version of the Bible the new schools would use.
use.
Hogan continued that though reformers preached against
it, corporal punishment persisted. In 1840, one teacher
boasted of having whipped a dozen boys consecutively for
not being able to discern the difference between
"immorality and immortality." A coeducational school in
Boston reported in 1844 an average of 130 floggings per day
upon a total school population of 250. The practice had
many supporters whose arguments were based on chapter and
verse of holy writ. But in some areas the reformers were
compelling in their arguments. Barnard and Burner contended
though the influence of Horace Mann, who expressed the
policy that beating was to be used after all efforts at
"moral suasion" had failed, beatings in Boston's schools
numbered only seventy-four in 1851.
There were other influences that brought about the
change according to Butts and Cremin. One of them was
the fact that the Common School Movement placed greater
emphasis on women teachers, as the sex thought to be
particularly suited to the nurturing of children. In 1840
the percentage of male teachers in Massachusetts public
schools was 60; by i860 it had declined to 14, indicating a
dramatic shift in teaching personnel. Another influence
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was the change in ethical theories that was occurring among
educators.
The dominant psychology of the day was Scottish
natural realism. According to Hogan, this school of
psychology posited three great divisions of the human mind:
intellect, sensibilities and the will. As part of
"sensibilities," moral nature was in turn seen as having
two elements: moral emotions and feelings of obligation.
Because sensibility was concerned with feelings, emotions,
and desire, a purely academic education was perceived as
insufficient. The moral sentiments had also to be trained.
Philosophers emphasized the susceptibility of the moral
faculty to improvement by exercise. Thus definite programs
of character training were urged for the schools. And
because one's moral character was a product of feelings, it
was urged that the whole atmosphere of the classroom create
the proper feelings in a child's heart.
Consequently, the inner life of the child was becoming
a concern of educators. Because of its dramatic nature,
the effects of corporal punishment were carefully
scrutinized. That harsh punishment actually had a damaging
effect upon the moral capacity of the child became a
frequent argument. Some believed that much of the
malignity of men had its origin in the injudicious
punishment of children. But those who insisted that
corporal punishment should never be used probably hurt
their cause by alienating their opponents. When one
philosopher spoke publicly of the German schools' not
relying on physical coercion, a group of principals in
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Boston rose up in arms. They called the philosopher
idealistic and inexperienced, and crying realism, argued
for the necessity of corporal punishment. Clergymen joined
the battle saying that the opponents of corporal punishment
were seeking to undeirmine a practice that had been
established by the commands of God.
Ragan and Henderson (1970) stated the issues were
again religious. What was human nature—to be born depraved
and naturally prone to sin (if so, it would be necessary to
turn people from sin to the ways of righteousness); or were
people born naturally good, endowed with the sentiments and
powers necessary for salvation (if so, it was likely that
the fear of physical pain would cause harm).
The ranks of reformers swelled and their antipathy
toward corporal punishment achieved widespread expression
in educational literature. School officials increasingly
objected to physical punishment as the first recourse where
other methods might work. In 1841 the Boston Committee
ordered its teachers "to practice such discipline in the
schools as would be exercised by a kind, firm, judicious
parent in his family, (and to) avoid corporal punishment
when good order can be preserved by milder measures." The
chronological events that followed saw the Common School
Movement that had started in the New England states reach
the rest of the nation.
By 1918 all the states had passed compulsory education
laws, and schools were fast assuming many of the functions
formerly performed by families, churches and small
homogeneous communities. The state legislatures empowered
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the school boards to provide for the efficient
administration of schools within their respective
jurisdictions. Part of this authority included the power
to suspend or expel refractory students. The legislative
grants of power were, at least in early years, fairly
broadly stated. Therefore, the school board's actions were
rarely questioned, and their ability to suspend was nearly
absolute. All that was required of a particular suspension
or expulsion was that it be "reasonable”—a rather flexible
standard.
The Third Period - which began in the 1950s with the
seating of the Warren Court and continues until today,
may be called a "reformation." During this period two
secondary stages occurred. One stage occurred with the
desegregation decisions of the 1950s and '60s; the other
stage represents the current posture of the judiciary.
The desegregation decisions brought the schools under
direct supervision of the courts, the courts retaining a
watch-dog jurisdiction over them until their mandates were
carried into effect. Thus the courts intervened in
matters not only affecting discipline, but administration,
organization, and pedagogy.
During the third period of the historical judicial
response to school disciplinary methods, the Supreme
Court of the United States announced its intent to
supervise directly the affairs of the public school, at
least in the area of racial segregation. The federal
courts have been accused of imposing themselves upon the
area of student discipline. However, placed in the
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historical context, the doctrinal changes pronounced by
the Supreme Court in the area of student discipline have
not been overly dramatic. The entrance of the federal
courts upon the educational scene really began when the
Supreme Court decided two cases which represented an early
judicial skepticism of any government interference with the
"rights" of citizens, embodied the tacit rejection of the
common school reformers^ zeal to homogenize the population
by the imposition of a uniform and consistent educational
program.
According to Hurley (1982), current researchers were
concerned with aggression in schools, toward either people
or property. He stated that in American public education
for the many decades preceding the twentieth century, such
aggression apparently was infrequent in occurrence, low in
intensity, and—at least in retrospect—almost quaint in
character. "Misbehavior," "poor comportment," "bad
conduct," and the like in the form of getting out of one's
seat, insubordination, throwing a spitball, sticking a
pigtail in an inkwell, or even the rare breaking of a
window seem like, and truly are, the events of another era,
events so mild in comparison to the aggression of today
that it becomes difficult to conceptualize them as the
extremes of a shared continuum.
Ramsey (1981) stated wherever people congregate to
talk about schools and schooling, the number one topic of
conversation is discipline. Talking about unruly students
has always been a popular pastime, but today's discipline
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discussions have taken on a new sense of urgency and
reflect a sharper edge of concern.
Discipline in the 198j0s is different than ever
before. Students are more outspoken, animated and
aggressively protective of their rights than in previous
years. Parents reflect a new brand of assertiveness and
skepticism of the school's control. Communities contain
an increasingly diverse mixture of values and expectations
for school authorities. In addition, the tools of
disruption available to students are dramatically more
dangerous than in any other time in the history of public
education.
In recent years, discipline in schools has become a
primary concern of students, educators, parents, judges,
and many other segments of the larger school-community.
Duke (1978) conducted a study among school administrators
in California and New York. It was concluded that truancy,
class cutting and lateness were the "most pressing"
problems. Drug use, fighting in school, profanity and
disruption of class were classified as the "least pressing"
problems. When this same study was conducted among
classroom teachers, they responded that classroom related
problems (disruption, disrespect) were of primary concern
to them. They ranked those "most pressing" administrators'
problems in the middle and put drug use, leaving school
grounds and smoking as the "least pressing."
Discipline in the Atlanta Public Schools
The literature related to discipline in the Atlanta
Public Schools focused on a research report produced by
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Slavin et al. (1974), which was presented to the
Superintendent's Coimiiission on Discipline, and an Atlanta
Public Schools Operations Manual, Discipline Guidelines and
Guidelines and Procedures Relating to Suspension and
Expulsion (1983)•
Savin et al contended that effective instruction can
best be obtained by maintaining positive, nondisruptive
student behavior. They stated that discipline and
punishment are entirely different. Punishment refers to
situations where an individual, found guilty of disruptive
behavior, must receive a penalty imposed by another person.
The role the individual has in this instance is to avoid
the punishment. They defined self-discipline as "the
ability to inhibit behavior consistent with relatively
remote purposes." This definition of self-discipline
allows the individual to have a control over his behavior;
not just to avoid the consequence. The student accepts
responsibility for his own behavior, and performs from
internal sources of values. Self-discipline then, must be
learned. When an individual is a disciplined individual,
it means he has taken responsibility for himself, he has a
commitment to the task of learning for his own benefit—he
has become a self-disciplined person.
Slavin et al, continued that either corporal
punishment or psychological punishment, such as
humiliation of students, is considered punitive. Research
shed considerable doubt on the effectiveness of punishment
in the classroom. Invariably the same children are
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punished repeatedly, showing no improvement in behavior.
Usually no permanent improvement follows punishment.
The aim of the Atlanta Public Schools, according to
the Discipline Guidelines and Procedures Related to
Suspension and Expulsion is to provide the best possible
educational environment in the schools. Its Board of
Education appointed a Discipline Commission to study the
discipline procedures within the system. In 1983 the
Atlanta Board of Education adopted the recommendations,
which follow:
1. The establishment of all regulations, practices,
and programs regarding school discipline shall be aimed at
providing the best educational environment in the schools.
2. It shall be the policy of the Atlanta Public
Schools that all individuals concerned with school
discipline including personnel, students, parents, and
community members shall have the opportunity to participate
in the formulation of policies and regulations and to
communicate their needs and opinions freely to each other.
3. It shall be the policy of the Atlanta Public
Schools that all aspects of the educational program,
including discipline measures, shall be based on the
assessed needs, strengths, and weaknesses of both students
and school personnel.
4. It shall be the policy of the Atlanta Public
Schools that, in establishing programs related to
discipline, all available resources within the school
system and throughout the community shall be provided.
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5. It shall be the policy of the Atlanta Public
Schools to provide regulations, practices, and programs in
the area of school discipline which will infringe upon the
rights of others and which will assist individuals in
learning positive behaviors which enhance the education
process.
6. It shall be the policy of the Atlanta Public
Schools that all disciplinary action taken shall
substantially conform to the discipline procedures
established by the Board of Education. Where appropriate,
such discipline procedures shall include the elements of
due process.
7. It shall be the policy of the Atlanta Board of
Education to monitor and evaluate its practices and
programs related to school discipline periodically, and
to make changes appropriate to such evaluation.
8. Finally, it shall be the unvarying policy of the
Atlanta Public Schools that all policies, regulations, and
programs related to school discipline shall be immediately
and thoroughly made known to school personnel, students,
parents, and the community and shall be consistently and
fairly applied throughout the school system.
One word may well summarize the administration of the
components of effective disciplinary measures, fairness.
The review of the literature of the framework for
discipline in the Atlanta Public Schools provided detailed
insight into the policies and guidelines as they related to
administrative responsibilities and procedures.
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Few sources were found in the literature that revealed
any definite facts about discipline. Several studies
contended that deficiencies existed due to the changing
behavior of adolescents from generation to generation.
Discipline was found to be different from as recent as ten
years ago. Students are busier than ever before. They
have more responsibilities and less time to attend to them.
The fact pact of American life has increased. Curriculum
expansions, learning centers, and extra-curricular
functions during the day force students to be more active—
and naturally noisier, which makes the passive and quiet
image expectation obsolete. The synonym for good discipline
has to be modified or completely changed.
Gleaning the available literature also brought to
focus that today^s students are more outspoken than was
their previous counterparts. Public school educators must
remain alert to the ever-changing adolescent.
In the last few years, the American educational
community has adopted a new perspective concerning the
maintenance and control of school discipline, according to
researchers Noblit and Pink (1987). Suspension of students
who exhibit socially unacceptable behavior is no longer an
ultimate disciplinary measure for many administrators.
They further stated suspensions not only harmed
students by depriving them of valuable instruction; it
also harmed communities where students might loiter
before returning home, and it harmed the individual
school and school district which must forfeit funds
based on average daily attendance formulas.
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Wu (1982) reported that the antisocial behavior and
the attitude of students play a role in suspension.
Those students who are likely to misbehave or those with
chronic behavioral problems find themselves more likely to
be suspended.
Socioeconomic Status and Suspension.
Shi-Chang Wu reported that disproportionate out-of-
school suspension rates for minorities could be better
explained by the fact that schools are middle-class
institutions with middle class people teaching and
administering them. It is the different cultural
orientation of the largely low socioeconomic status of
minority students, in conflict with the middle-class
orientation of the school, that explains their out-of¬
school suspension rate, not social bias.
Wu stated another factor in probable causes for the
high rate of out-of-school suspensions is poor academic
performance of these students who are reportedly suspended
or are firm in their resistance to the acculturation
efforts of the school. Many of these ;students have had
minimal or no success in academic performance and
achievement. Many of these students are "street-wise" and
have very high levels of mental capabilities which are not
applied to the normal academic arena which determines the
intelligence of a student. A large number of these
repeatedly out-of-school suspended have proved themselves
to be "street-wise" with above average intelligence in
solving practical problems and situations of everyday
living or existence. They find it very difficult to apply
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this mental ability to solving problems designed for
successful academic performance.
Smith (1984) in his study, "Predicting Suspension
of Tenth Grade Male Students," found that four factors were
significant in determining out-of-school suspension. The
age at first suspension was the most significant; those
suspended before the age of twelve and one-half earned more
suspensions later in school than any other group. Grade
point average and retentions were also highly significant:
students who never earned better than a "D" average or who
were retained for one or more grade levels, were suspended
for significantly more days than other students. Initial
results indicated a racial difference in out-of-school
suspensions, with black students being suspended more than
twice as often as white students.
Overall, students who early in school experience
failure and rejection from school authority figures are
likely to gravitate toward peer groups which may offer
reinforcement for negative behavior patterns. Early
identification of a student as a behavior problem may set
up a self-fulfilling prophecy for school staff.
Edmonds (1982) stated effective schooling literature
describes effective schools as those which produce a high
level of achievement for all students regardless of family
background. A school need not bring all students to
identical levels of mastery to be effective, but it
must bring an equal percentage of its highest and lowest
social classes to minimum mastery.
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Lezotte et al. (1980) found the following:
Research studies...have identified and described
schools that are effective; they provide low
socioeconomic status students with educational
experiences leading to high levels of
achievement. These schools have all the problems
typically associated with low achieving schools
(economic disadvantages, lack of reading
materials in the home, high rates of
unemployment, welfare and single-parent homes,
ghetto neighborhoods. Black English rather than
standard English, and parents with little
education) yet the students exhibit high
achievement.
Williams (1978) reported that the increasing awareness
of discipline problems and the high level of suspension has
created widespread concern among educators and the
community at large about the necessity for school
suspension, its impact upon students, and whether less
disruptive alternative means can be instituted to lessen
reliance upon suspension. In attempting to respond to
growing legal, educational and community concerns raised by
the practice of suspensions, many of the nation's schools
have implemented or are developing some alternatives to
provide the student and the school with disciplinary
options that permit students to continue some level
of educational activity within the school environment.
The magnitude of the problem of high suspension rates
was clearly manifested in the In-School Alternative to
Suspension Conference Report of the National Institute of
Education (1978). It was found that there existed a need
for a national forum to substantiate the seriousness of the
suspension problem. The purpose of the conference was
specifically to explore and to illuminate various aspects
of alternative approaches to suspension.
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The seriousness of the suspension problem and the
urgency of the need to find alternative strategies are
manifested in the magnitude of the In-School Alternatives
to Suspension Conference that was sponsored by the National
Institute of Education held in Washington, D. C. in April,
1978. The conference was attended by more than 600
educators, parents, lawyers, social scientists, student
advocated and interested citizens. The discussions and
written reports of the conference were compiled and
developed into a single volume report.
Williams (1979) stated that in-school alternatives to
suspension comprise a wide range of programs and activities
which schools use in lieu of suspension. These alternatives
include strategies as simple as instituting punishments
such as paddling and work details and as complex as
separate alternative schools to which suspended students
are temporarily assigned.
Winborne (1983) listed these alternative strategies:
Alternative Punishment, Detention Centers, In-School Study
Centers, In-School Suspension Centers, Behavior Control
Programs, Special Counseling Programs and combinations of
various approaches which focus upon the students, teachers,
parents and the school structure to assemble a variety of
strategies to meet the need of the problem and needs of
students.
Barker (1980) presented another approach for providing
alternative suspension during his presentation at the
National Institute of Education. This approach involves a
program called COPE, which is an In-School Suspension
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Program that utilizes a counseling approach aimed at
reducing conformity to deviant peer norms while encouraging
the display of acceptable behavior in the school setting.
The COPE program has as its purpose to provide counseling
and learning opportunities for hard-to-reach students in
order to improve their self-concept through increased
competency in social and academic skills. Specifically,
the COPE alternative to suspension programs involves
development of a behavioral modification learning center,
staffed with teachers, counselors, and other highly trained
staff members who have special expertise in working with
students who present behavioral problems. Students who
misbehave are placed in the COPE Center until their
behavior had been modified.
During his presentation at the In-School Alternatives
to Suspension Conference, Garibaldi (1979) reported that
in-school alternatives to suspension take a on a variety of
configurations that may be used for the student
encountering problems at school. He listed three major
types of in-school alternatives: (1) Time-out Rooms,
(2) In-School Suspension Centers, and (3) Counseling and
Guidance Programs.
In-School Suspension
Kaercher (1981) stated one area which has recently
been receiving more attention is In-School Suspension
Centers. In-School Suspension Centers, also known as
crisis classrooms, time-out rooms, and behavior
modification centers, are the fastest growing new approach
to handling problem students.
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Students are sent to the In-School Suspension Centers
from one period to several days as an alternative to being
suspended from school. The advantages are that others in
the class are not disturbed from their work, and the
student in in-school suspension gets special counseling
while keeing up with his/her studies.
Kaercher pointed out that each of the six school
regions of the Houston Independent School District has from
one to three single classroom suspension centers. Houston
teachers and administrators credit the center with
significantly reducing traditional out-of-school
suspensions.
While at the suspension center, students must maintain
silence and eat lunch alone. Students also are required to
keep up with regular class assignments. Counseling services
are available for youngsters with serious behavior
problems.
Like other model programs, the Houston centers keep
parents informed and involved. Parents of youngsters who
are referred to the centers are required to attend
conference with their children and school officials.
As the concern for alternatives to suspensions grew,
In-School Suspension Programs and other approaches to
discipline measures surfaced. State legislatures
appointed commissions to study and reevaluate their
policies and guidelines regulating discipline procedures.
As the research continues, the State of Georgia's
Quality Basic Education Act (1985) was reviewed to
determine what section(s), if any, regulated discipline in
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the public schools. Part 3, Programs-Section 20-2-155, b.
stated the state board is authorized to create an In-School
Suspension Program. As the vast majority of the students
who disrupt public school classrooms are also experiencing
problems in mastering classroom assignments and are below
expectation in their academic achievement, it is the policy
of this state that it is preferable to reassign disruptive
students to isolated, individually oriented In-School
Suspension Programs, rather than suspending or expelling
such students from school. Therefore, the primary purposes
of the In-School Suspension Program are to isolate the
offending students from the regularly assigned classrooms
and activities of the school, to continue progress relative
to classroom assignments, and to provide individually
oriented instruction in essential skills and knowledge
areas for which low achievement levels are contributing to
the students' adjustment problems. The In-School Suspension
Programs may be housed in the regular assigned schools,
special schools specifically organized for suspension
programs, or alternative schools, provided the suspended
students are isolated from typical school activities until
they demonstrate sufficient adjustment to warrant their
returning to their previously assigned classes. The State
Board of Education shall adopt regulations, standards, and
eligibility criteria necessary to guide the effective
operation of state supported in-school suspension programs.
The State Board of Education shall also grant local school
systems sufficient funds based upon documented needs to
operate In-School Suspension Programs.
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The Atlanta Journal/Constitution, (Saturday, July 23,
1988) reported for years black parents have complained
that school discipline is meted out disproportionately to
their children, and a new study bears them out. Black
students are several times more like than Whites in DeKalb,
Fulton, Newton , and Rockdale County Schools to be expelled
or suspended for more than 10 days—and less for serious or
clear—cut offenses.
Those are the disturbing findings of an Atlanta/
Journal analysis of data from seven area school systems.
While the findings do not point to overt racism, they do
suggest that something is amiss.
Even worse than the frequency with which Blacks are
charged with relatively minor offenses, like chewing gum
or talking back (offenses over which teachers have
considerable discretion), is the likelihood that they will
be punished by banishment from school.
This is the only option in schools without "In-School
Suspension" Programs, a Quality Basic Education Act
requirement not yet implemented for lack of funds. But it
is a self-defeating one. Sometimes, to the stunned
surprise of justifiably angry parents, offenders are not
even permitted to pick up their books or homework
assignments. Doomed to fall behind and become resentful,
students disciplined this way are dropouts in the making.
Such students should be brought up to speed and kept
in school, as some school officials belatedly agree.
Workshops to increase tolerance among teachers are planned
in some districts, and these could help to assure that
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teachers do not impose their own cultural expectations on
unsuspecting youngsters, especially in newly integrated
districts.
Another problem is the unwarranted discretion given
to teachers and administrators for handling unspecified
offenses. School rules should refer to specific actions,
not subjective judgments.
But the survey stresses most powerfully what education
experts have been saying all along: In-school suspensions-
in which students who misbehave are isolated to do
classwork under strict supervision-are vital. These
disciplinary measures are in harmony with the schools'
mission.
CHAPTER 3
Theoretical Framework
The purpose of this study was to determine the
perceptions of classroom teachers, in-school suspension
teachers and administrators regarding the effectiveness of
In-School Suspension (ISS) Programs in ten selected high
schools in the Atlanta Public School System. Regular
teachers from the selected high schools were randomly
selected.
There were four theoretical assumptions upon which
this study was based: (a) In-school suspension programs,
if effective, would reduce the level of class disruptions,
(b) Academic discipline would improve among students who
had been assigned to in-school suspension, (c) students
assigned to in-school suspension would maintain their grade
point average, and (d) The general school would be
conducive to teaching and learning. (See Figure I)
It was expected the study would show that the
socioeconomic status of the selected high schools would
influence the effectiveness of the in-school suspension
program. According to Wu (1982) the probability of
suspension from school for a student not only varies
according to the type of community in which the school is
located and the economic level of the school, but also
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INDEPENDENT DEPENDENT
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varies according to the sex, race, and socioeconomic
background of the student. In general, students whose
families were at the lower level of the socioeconomic
spectrum tended to be more frequently suspended.
Wu reported in the 1982 study that the antisocial
behavior and the attitude of students play a role in
suspension. Those students who are likely to misbehave or
those with chronic behavioral problems find themselves more
likely to be suspended.
The conceptual framework for this study focuses on the
relationships between the independent and dependent
variables. To determine if differences exist among
administrators', classroom teachers' and in-school
suspension teachers' perceptions regarding the goals and
the effectiveness of In-School Suspension (ISS) Programs in
ten selected high schools in the Atlanta Public School
System.
It is believed that the demographic characteristics
and socioeconomic status of the school will have no
significant difference regarding the views of effectiveness
and the home/school relations of students who have been
assigned to the In-School Suspension Program as perceived
by the respondents.
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were developed and tested in
order to examine classroom teachers', ISS teachers' and
administrators' perceptions of In-School Suspension
52
Programs in ten selected high schools in the Atlanta Public
School System.
Hypothesis 1. There will be no significant difference
in views regarding the effectiveness of
the In-School Suspension Program as
perceived by classroom teachers, ISS
teachers and administrators at ten
selected high schools in the Atlanta
Public School System.
Hypothesis 2. There will be no significant difference
in the disruptive behavior of students
who have been assigned to in-school
suspension as perceived by classroom
teachers, ISS teachers and
administrators at ten selected high
schools in the Atlanta Public School
System.
Hypothesis 3. There will be no significant difference
in the understanding of the goals of
the In-School Suspension Program as
perceived by classroom teachers, ISS
teachers and administrators at ten
selected high schools in the Atlanta
Public School System.
Hypothesis 4. There will be no significant difference
in the home/school relations of
students before or after their
assignment to the In-School Suspension
Program as perceived by classroom
teachers, ISS teachers and
administrators at ten selected high
schools in the Atlanta Public School
System.
Hypothesis 5. There will be no significant difference
between high socioeconomic status
schools and low socioeconomic status
schools in the effectiveness of the
ISS programs as perceived by classroom
teachers, ISS teachers and
administrators at ten selected high
schools in the Atlanta Public School
System.
Population
Ten high schools were selected from the 18 high
schools in the Atlanta Public School System. Five
schools were selected from the top of the socio-
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economic scale. and five schools were selected from the
bottom of the socioeconomic scale as determined by the
number of free and reduced lunches in the particular
school.
Sample
The study consisted of 200 classroom teachers, 10 ISS
teachers and 10 administrators from 10 selected high
schools in the Atlanta Public School System. The 20
classroom teachers from each of the high schools were
randomly selected.
Instrument
The structured survey questionnaire was used to
collect the data. The questionnaire was tested for face
validity and extant clarity in a pilot study conducted
during the month of August of the 1988-89 school year
preceding the actual study by one month. Participants in
the pilot test were five classroom teachers, one in-school
suspension teacher and one administrator from a school not
participating in the study.
CHAPTER 4
Methodology
The purpose of this study was to investigate, collect
and report data on the perceptions of classroom teachers,
in-school suspension teachers and administrators concerning
the goals and effectiveness of the In-School Suspension
Programs in ten selected high schools in the Atlanta Public
School System. This data will serve as a basis to compare
perceptions of classroom teachers, in-school suspension
teachers and administrators to each other, clarify and
improve the effectiveness of In-School Suspension Programs
in the school system.
Research Design
Asher's (1976) interest in the concept or research
design is the notion ascertaining the strengths and
weaknesses of various comparisons to determine the quality
of the knowledge gained in the observational process. The
basis for using comparison groups is essential to research
design. Scientific statements cannot be formulated without
comparisons. When comparison groups are used to check or
control the quality of knowledge gained, a better
understanding of educational research processes will
result.
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The sample for this study consisted of 200 classroom
teachers, 10 in-school suspension teachers, and 10
administrators from 10 selected high schools in the Atlanta
Public School System. The 20 teachers from each of the
participating high schools were randomly selected.
The Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) design was utilized
in this study. This design was chosen to describe and
interpret existing conditions in a population of classroom
teachers, in-school suspension teachers and administrators
in different schools with In-School Suspension Programs.
The Analysis of Variance was defined by Ary, Jacobs and
Razavieh (1972) as follows:
In Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) a ratio of observed
differences/error term is used to test hypotheses.
This ratio, called the F-RATIO, employs the variance
( ) of group means as a measure of observed
differences among groups. ANOVA can test the
difference between two or more means.
Instrumentation
Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh (1985) stated because a
questionnaire is designed for self-administration and is
often mailed, it is possible to include a large number of
subjects.
The structured survey questionnaire was used to
collect the data. The questionnaire was tested for face
validity and extant clarity in a pilot study during the
month of August of the 1988-1989 school year succeeding the
actual study by one month. Participants in the pilot study
were one in-school suspension teacher, one administrator
and five classroom teachers who were not involved in the
study.
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The questionnaire measured the following:
(a) understanding the goals of the in-school suspension
program, (b) perceived effectiveness, (c) disruptive
behavior, and (d) home/school relations. The scoring for
each question was : A. 5 Strongly Agree, B. 4 Agree,
C. 3 Neutral (No Opinion), E. 2 Disagree, and D. 1 .
There was reverse scoring for negative questions: A. 1
Strongly Agree, B. 2 Agree, C. 3 Neutral (No Opinion),
E. 4 Disagree, and D. 5 .
Procedural Steps
Before implementing this study, it was necessary to
complete the following steps:
1. Obtain authorization from the Atlanta Public
Schools Division of Curriculum Research Services
to administer the survey questionnaire.
2. Secure permission from the building administrators
to conduct the survey in their schools.
3. Randomly select twenty classroom teachers from
each selected high school.
4. Administer the survey questionnaire to ten in¬
school suspension teachers, ten administrators
and two hundred classroom teachers.
5. Keep a record of all activities.
6. Analyze data collected from all participants into
the final dissertation.
Data Collection
The method of collecting data in this study was to
deliver the structured survey questionnaires and
biographical data sheets to the building administrators who
distributed the package to each research participant who
comprised the study sample. The respondents' package
included a cover letter and return instructions.
57
Respondents were asked to complete the questionnaire and
the biographical data sheets. Follow-up telephone calls
were conducted after the initial delivery.
Table I provides chronological ages of the subjects
according to groups. Eighty percent of the administrators
were 46-50 years old, which was comparable to 18 percent of
the classroom teachers and 40 percent of the in-school
suspension teachers. Twenty percent of the administrators
were 41 - 45 years old, while only 34 percent of the
classroom teachers and 50 percent of the in-school
suspension teachers fell into this category. None of the
administrators were 36-40 or 30-35 years old. Thirty-one
percent of the classroom teachers were 36-40 years old and
16 percent were 30-35 years old. Only 10 percent of the
in-school suspension teachers were 36-40 years old, while
none were 30-35 years of age.
Table 1
Description of Sample Groups by Age
Group
30-35
Years
36-40
Years
41-45
Years
46-50
Years
Administrators 0 0 2 8
Classroom
Teachers 29 55 58 33
In-School
Suspension
Teachers 0 1 5 4
Total 29 56 65 45
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A description by teaching experience of the groups in
this study is shown in Table 2. Only 14 of the 195
subjects had been teaching for 1-5 years, which represents
8 percent of the classroom teachers. Fifteen percent
of the classroom teachers had 6-10 years, no in¬
school suspension teachers or administrators were in this
range. Fifty percent of the in-school suspension teachers
and 40 percent of the classroom teachers had 11-15
years, no administrators were in this range. One hundred
percent of the administrators, 50 percent of the in-school
suspension teachers and 37 percent of the classroom
teachers had over 20 years of teaching experience.
Table 2
Description of Sample Groups by Teaching Experience
Group
1-5
Years
6-10
Years
11-15
Years
Over 20
Years
Administrators 0 0 0 10
Classroom
Teachers 14 27 71 63
In-School
Suspension
Teachers 0 0 5 5
Total 14 27 76 78
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Table 3 indicates that 90 percent of the
administrators were males and 10 percent were females.
Fifty-five percent of the classroom teachers were males and
45 percent were females. Seventy percent of the in-school
suspension teachers were males and 30 percent were females.
Table 3
Description of Sample Groups by Sex
Male Percentage Female Percentage
Group N of Group N of Group
Administrators 9 90% 1 10%
Classroom Teachers 96 55% 79 45%
In-School
Suspension
Teachers 7 70% 3 30%
Total 112 57% 83 43%
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Table 4 indicates that there were four administrators
with a master's degree, three with a specialist degree and
three with doctorates. Ninety of the classroom teachers
held master'sdegrees, sixty-five held bachelor's degrees,
eighteen held specialist degrees, and two held Doctorates
in Education. Among the in-school suspension teachers were
three bachelor's degrees, six master's degrees and one
education specialist degree. The master's degree ranked
number 1 among all degrees with 4 administrators, 90
classroom teachers and 6 in-school suspension teachers as
holders. This rank was followed by 68 bachelor's degrees,
65 held by classroom teachers and 3 held by in-school
suspension teachers. Twenty-two held specialist degrees:
3 administrators, 18 classroom teachers and 1 in-school
suspension teacher. Of the 5 doctorates, 3 were held
by administrators and 2 by classroom teachers.
Table 4
Description of Sample Groups by Educational Attainment
Group B. A * % M. A. % ED.S. % ED. D %
Administrators 0 0 4 40 3 30 3 30
Classroom
Teachers 65 37 90 51 18 11 2 1
In-School
Suspension
Teachers 3 30 6 60 1 10 0 0
Total 68 35 100 51 22 11 5 3
* % = Percentage of Group
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Table 5 indicates that 86 percent of the sample is
Black, 13 percent is Caucasian. Only 1 percent falls into
the "Other" category.
Table 5
Description of Sample Groups by Race
Cauca-
Group Black % sian % Oriental % Indian % Other %
Administrators 9 90 110 00 0 000
Classroom
Teachers 151 98 22 1 1.5 0 0 1.5
In-School
Suspension
Teachers 8 80 2 20 00 0000
Total 168 86 24 13 1 .5 0 0 1 .5
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Table 6 indicates that 40 percent of the sample was
from Area I, 40 percent from Area III and 20 percent was
from Area II.
Table 6
Description of Sample Groups by Administrative Areas
Group Area I Area II Area III
Administrators 4 3 3
Classroom
Teachers 70 34 71
In-School
Suspension
Teachers 4 2 4
Total 78 39 78
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Table 7 indicates the perceptions of the groups as to
the student population of the In-School Suspension
Programs. Ten percent of the administrators perceived the
population as low to no income, 10 percent perceived it as
middle income and 80 percent perceived it as low income.
Twenty-two percent of the classroom teachers perceived
the population as low to no income, 22 percent perceived it
as middle income and 56 perceived the in-school suspension
population as low income. Ten percent of the in-school
suspension teachers perceived the population as low to no
income, 20 percent perceived it as middle income and 70
percent perceived it as low income.
Table 7
Description of Sample Groups' Perception of In-School
Suspension Students Population (Socioeconomic Status)
Group
Low or
No Income %
Low
Income %
Middle
Income %
Administrators 1 10 8 80 1 10
Classroom
Teachers 38 22 98 56 38 22
In-School
Suspension
Teachers 1 10 7 70 2 20
Total 40 21 113 58 41 21
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Table 8 indicates that administrators perceived their
school population to be 70 percent low income, 20 perceived
it to be low or no income and 10 percent perceived the
population to be high income. The Classroom teachers'
perception of their school population was 56 percent low
income, 21 percent low or no income and 23 percent low
income. The in-school suspension teachers perceived the
population as 70 percent low income, 10 percent low or no
income and 20 percent high income.
Table 8
Description of Sample Groups' Perception
of Largest School Population
Group
Low or
No Income %
Low
Income %
High
Income %
Administrators 2 20 7 70 1 10
Classroom
Teachers 37 21 98 56 40 23
In-School
Suspension
Teachers 1 10 7 70 2 20
Total 40 21 112 57 43 22
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Table 9 indicates the perception of administrators,
classroom teachers and in-school suspension teachers as to
the average number of days a student spends in in-school
suspension. Fifty percent of sample administrators
perceived three days, 30 percent perceived two days and
20 percent perceived five days. Seventy-six percent of the
classroom teachers perceived two days as the average time
students spent in in-school suspension, 13 percent
perceived five days, 6 percent perceived four days and 5
percent perceived three days. Of the in-school suspension
teachers, 70 percent perceived three days, 20 percent
perceived two days and 10 percent perceived five days as
the average time students spent in in-school suspension.
Table 9
Description of Sample Groups' Perceptions of Average Number
of Days Students Spend in In--School Suspension
D A Y S
Group One Two Three Four Five Other
Administrators 0 3 5 0 2 0
Classroom
Teachers 2 9 134 8 22 0
In-School
Suspension
Teachers 0 2 7 0 1 0
Total 2 14 146 8 25 0
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Table 10 indicates that the administrators' average age
is 45 years, compared to the 43 years average age of the
in-school suspension teachers and the 38 years average age
of the classroom teachers. The administrators had over 20
years of teaching/administrative experience, compared to 15
years of experience for the classroom teachers and 18 years
of experience for the in-school suspension teachers. The
average educational attainment for the administrators was
the master's degree. The average attainment for classroom
teachers and in-school suspension teachers was the
bachelor's degree. The average sample groups of
administrators and classroom teachers were from Area I and
the average sample group of in-school suspension teachers
were from Area II.
Table 10
Description of Sample Groups' Averages by Age, Teaching
Experience, Educational Attainment and Administrative Area
Teaching Educational Adm.
Group N Age Experience Attainment Area
Administrators 10 45
Over
20 years
Masters
Degree
Classroom
Teachers 175 38 15 years Bachelor
In-School
Suspension
Teachers 10 43 18 years Bachelor
Total 195
II
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Table 11 indicates that of the 220
questionnaires delivered, 195 or 88 percent were returned.
The final number of participants consisted of 175 classroom
teachers, 10 in-school suspension teachers and 10
administrators.
Table 11
Percentage of Returns of Surveys by Sample Groups
Group
Number Number Percentage
Delivered Returned Returned
Administrators
Classroom
Teachers
In-School
Suspension
Teachers
10 10 100%
200 175 88%
10 10 100%
220 195 88%Total
68
Summary
Chapter 4 presented 11 tables of descriptive data
depicting the responses of the three groups of educators on
a thirty-item questionnaire. Significant in this regard
was the high percentage (88%) of questionnaires being
returned by the participants. The data revealed that the
three groups had considerable professional experience,
academic and professional training. Over 79% of the
respondents perceived the ISS population to be composed of
students from low income or no income families. This is
what one would expect to observe since the schools sampled
serve a substantial number of students who come from low
income families.
It was also observed that 75% of the respondents from
the three educational groups perceived that the average
number of days students were assigned to ISS was three.
CHAPTER 5
Analysis of the Data
The classroom teachers, in-school suspension teachers
and administrators selected for this study were drawn from
ten selected high schools with In-School Suspension
Programs in the Atlanta Public School System. The ten
schools were selected because of their socioeconomic status
determined by the number of students receiving free or
reduced lunch. Five schools were chosen from the top
status level and five were chosen from the bottom status
level of the total population of high school. Inferential
data from among the three groups was collected and
summarized for interpretation.
The one-way analysis of variance was used to test
each hypothesis to determine if a significant difference
exists among the three groups of educators (classroom
teachers, in-school suspension teachers and
administrators). The level of significance was set at .05.
Table 12 presents the mean and standard deviation for
the 175 classroom teachers regarding their biographical
data and their perceived effectiveness of the In-School
Suspension Program in ten selected high schools in the
Atlanta Public School System.
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Table 12
Mean and Standard Deviation for Variables for
Classroom Teachers
Variable
Standard
N Mean Deviation
Age
Experience
Sex
Position
Educational Attainment
Race
Administrative Area
School Socioeconomic Status
ISS Socio economic Status
Average Days in ISS
Goals of ISS
Effectiveness of ISS
Disruptive Behavior
Home/School Relations
175 2.543 0.981
175 3.046 0.915
175 1.560 0.498
175 1.000 0.000
175 1.754 0.680
175 1.160 0.464
175 1.994 0.900
175 2.017 0.665
175 2.000 0.663
175 3.224 0.776
175 3.762 0.515
175 4.045 0.431
175 2.994 1.187
175 3.429 0.798
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Table 13 presents the mean and standard deviation data
for 10 in-school suspension teachers regarding their
biographical data and their perceived effectiveness of the
In-School Suspension Programs in ten selected high schools
in the Atlanta Public School System.
Table 13
Mean and Standard Deviation of Variables for
In-School Suspension Teachers
Variable
Standard
N Mean Deviation
Age
Experience
Sex
Position
Educational Attainment
Race
Administrative Area
School Socioeconomic Status
ISS Sociceconomic Status
Average Days In ISS
Goals of ISS
Effectiveness of ISS
Disruptive Behavior
Home/School Relations
10 3.300 0.675
10 3.500 0.527
10 1.300 0.483
10 2.000 0.000
10 1.800 0.632
10 1.200 0.422
10 2.000 0.943
10 2.100 0.568
10 2.100 0.568
10 3.000 0.816
10 4.340 0.306
10 4.410 0.185
10 2.700 1.252
10 4.000 0.471
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Table 14 presents the mean and standard deviation data
for 10 administrators regarding their biographical data and
their perceived effectiveness of the In-School
Suspension Programs in ten selected high schools in the
Atlanta Public School System.
Table 14
Mean and Standard Deviation of Variables
for Administrators
Variable
Standard
N Mean Deviation
Age
Experiencee
Sex
Position
Education Attainment
Race
Administrative Area
School Socioeconomic Status
ISS Socioeconomic Status
Average Days in ISS
Goals of ISS
Effectiveness of ISS
Disruptive Behavior
Home/School Relations
10 3.800 0.422
10 4.000 0.000
10 1.000 0.316
10 3.000 0.000
10 2.900 0.878
10 1.100 0.316
10 1.900 0.876
10 1.900 0.568
10 2.000 0.471
10 3.200 1.033
10 4.260 0.280
10 4.330 0.408
10 3.100 1.197
10 3.700 0.823
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The data were presented to test the hypotheses.
Hypothesis 1. There will be no significant
difference in views regarding
the effectiveness of the In-
School Suspension Programs as
perceived by classroom teachers,
in-school suspension teachers and
administrators at ten selected
high schools in the Atlanta Public
School System.
Table 15 presents the results of the analysis of variance
(ANOVA) to test this hypothesis. The table shows that
there is a significant difference in the perception of the
three groups regarding the effectiveness of the In-School
Suspension Programs. From the mean scores it can be seen
that the in-school suspension teachers perceive the program
to be significantly more effective than the classroom
teachers. The mean scores for these two groups are 4.41 and
4.04, respectively. The mean score for the administrators
is 4.33 which means that there may also be a significant
difference between administrators and classroom teachers in
the perception of the effectiveness of the In-School
Suspension Program. The null hypothesis was therefore
rejected.
Table 15
ANOVA for Perception of Classroom Teachers, In-School Suspension Teachers
and Administrators of Effectiveness of In-School Suspension Programs
Sum of
Group X M Source DF Square F Value PR>F
Adm. 4.33 10 Model 2 1.93283663 5.44 . 005
Class Rm.
Teachers 4.04 175 Error 192 36.05517949 5.44
ISS Corrected
Teachers 4.41 10 Total 194 36.05517949 5.44
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Hypothesis 2. There will be no significant
difference in the disruptive
behavior of students who have
been assigned to the In-School
Suspension Program as perceived
by classroom teachers, in-school
suspension teachers and
administrators at ten selected
high schools in the Atlanta
Public School System.
Table 16 presents the results of the ANOVA to test
this hypothesis. The table shows that the perceptions of
the three groups did not differ significantly regarding
the disruptive behavior of students who have been assigned
to the In-School Suspension Program. The mean score for
administrators is 3.10. The mean score for classroom
teachers is 2.99 and the mean score for in-school
suspension teachers is 2.70. The three groups did not
perceive that any significant changes had occurred in the
behavior of disruptive students placed in the In-School
Suspension Program. The null hypothesis was accepted.
Table 16
ANOVA for Disruptive Behavior of Students Perceived by Classroom
Teachers, In-School Suspension Teachers and Administrators
Group X N Source DF
Sum of
Square F Value PR>F
Adm. 3.10 10 Model 2 0.95956044 0.34 .713
Class Rm
Teachers 2.99 175 Error 192 271.99428571 0.34
ISS
Teachers 2.70 10
Corrected
Total 194 272.95384615 0.34
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Hypothesis 3. There will be no significant
difference in the understanding
understanding of the goals of
the In-School Suspension Program
as perceived by classroom
teachers, in-school suspension
teachers and administrators at
ten selected high schools in the
Atlanta Pviblic Schools.
Table 17 presents the results of the ANOVA to test
this hypothesis. The table shows that there is a
significant difference in the perception of the three
groups regarding the goals of the In-School Suspension
Program. From the mean score 4.34, the in-school
suspension teachers seem to have a much greater
understanding of the goals of the program than the
classroom teachers whose mean score is 3.76. The mean
score for administrators is 4.26 which indicates that there
may also be a significant difference between administrators
and classroom teachers in the perception of the goals of
the In-School Suspension Program. The null hypothesis was
therefore rejected.
Table 17
ANOVA for the Understanding of In-School Suspension Goals Perceived by
Classroom Teachers, In-School Suspension Teachers and Administrators
Group X N Source DF
Sum of
Square F Value PR>F
Adm. 4.26 10 Model 2 5.22163223 10.52 0.000
Class Rm.
Teachers 3.76 192 Error 192 47.63908571 10.52
ISS
Teachers 4.34 10
Corrected
Total 194 52.86071795 10.52
■vj
CD
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Hypothesis 4. There will be no significant
difference in the home/school
relations of students before or
after their assignment to the
In-School Suspension Program as
perceived by classroom teachers,
in-school suspension teachers
and administrators at ten
selected high schools in the
Atlanta Public School System.
Table 18 presents the results of the ANOVA to test
this hypothesis. The table shows that there is a
significant difference in the perception of the three
groups regarding the home/school relations of students
before or after their assignment to the In-School
Suspension Program. In-school suspension teachers' mean
score of 4.00 indicates that their perception of the
change in home/school relations after students have been
assigned to in-school suspension is significantly different
than the perception of the classroom teachers whose mean
score is 3.42. The mean score for administrators is 3.70
which indicates that there may also be a significant
difference between classroom teachers and administrators
in their perception of the home/school relations of
students before and after their assignment to the In-
School Suspension Program. The null hypothesis was
rejected.
Table 18
ANOVA for Home/School Relations of Students Before and After Assignment to
the In-School Suspension Program Perceived by Classroom Teachers,
In-School Suspension Teachers and Administrators
Group X N Source DF
Sum of
Square F Value PR>F
Adm. 3.70 10 Model 2 3.63772894 2.94 .055
Class Rm.
Teachers 3.42 175 Error 192 118.95714286 2.94
ISS
Teachers 4.00 10
Corrected
Total 194 122.59487179 2.94
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Hypothesis 5. There will be no significant
difference between high
socioeconomic status schools
and low socioeconomic status
schools in their effectiveness
of the In-School Suspension
Program as perceived by
classroom teachers, in-school
suspension teachers and
administrators at ten selected
high schools in the Atlanta
Public School System.
Table 19 presents the results of the ANOVA to test
this hypothesis. The table shows that there is no
significant difference between the two groups of
schools' effectiveness of the In-School Suspension
Programs.
Table 19
ANOVA for the Effectiveness of the In-School Suspension Programs in
High Economic Socioeconomic Status Schools and Low
Socioeconomic Status Schools
Group
1
XI N Source DF
Sum of
Square F Value PR>F
High Ec.
Status Sch. 4.05 100 Model 2 0.12776370 0.69 0.408
Low Ec.
Status Sch. 4.10 95 Error 192 35.92741579 0.69
Corrected
Total 194 36.05517949 0.69
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Summary
The purpose of this study was to determine the
perceptions of classroom teachers, in-school suspension
teachers and administrators regarding the effectiveness and
goals of the In-School Suspension Programs in ten selected
high schools in the Atlanta Public School System. The
results of the study indicated that there are significant
differences in the perceptions of the classroom teachers,
in-school suspension teachers and administrators with
regard to the effectiveness and goals of the In-School
Suspension Program. The most significant difference was
between in-school suspension teachers and classroom
teachers and their perceptions of the effectiveness of the
In-School Suspension Program. There was also a difference
between the in-school suspension teachers' and the
classroom teachers' perceptions of the goals of the In-
School Suspension Program and the level of improvement of
home/school relations of students who have been
assigned to the program
There was a significant difference in the perceptions
among the in-school suspension teachers, classroom teachers
and administrators in regard to the disruptive behavior of
students and the effectiveness of In-School Suspension
Programs in low socioeconomic status schools and high
socioeconomic status schools.
Analysis of the data revealed several significant
findings with respect to the stated hypothesis. Perhaps
the most significant finding is that the three groups of
educators do in fact have different perceptions of the
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effectiveness of the In-School Suspension Program in their
respective school. This observation is consonant with what
one might expect since each group has different intensities
of exposure to the ISS program. In-school suspension
teachers are making daily observations about the
effectiveness of the program in terms of how students
conduct themselves in confinement and how productive they
are in completing assignments. They are also in a
favorable position to gauge the effectiveness of the
program by the positive responses teachers make to the
request for academic materials for students assigned to in¬
school suspension. ISS teachers are also able to assess the
administrative effectiveness of the program by the data
they collect every day; including admissions, suspensions
and the number of students completing their assignments in
accordance with the guidelines of the program.
The foregoing discussion is also applicable to how
the three perceive the in-school suspension goals. Since
ISS teachers are more intensely involved with the program
and perhaps even more familiar with the guidelines and
organizational structure, they should perceive the goals
quite clearly. Since many regular classroom teachers have
limited contact with the ISS program, their perceptions
regarding the goals, behavior of students enrolled in the
program, and the general effectiveness of the program would
be at variance from someone more in close contact with the
operational procedures.
Again, the in-school suspension teacher is perhaps in
a better position to assess the home/school relations
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through the contract that is sent home via the student
by the administrator responsible for the suspension
assignment. Frequently telephone calls must be made to the
parent or guardian to secure permission to place the
student in the ISS program. Sometimes parents come in for
conferences regarding the placement of their child in the
program. It is through these contacts that the ISS teacher
has an advantage in being able to observe the positive
home/school relations resulting from in-school suspension
placement.
CHAPTER 6
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations
Public education is the United States has been
continuously modified by a combination of judicial, social,
and political trends. Perhaps among the more noted factors
to inspire reforms in educational policy was the vast
majority of students who disrupt public school classrooms
and were also experiencing problems in mastering classroom
assignments and were below expectation in their academic
achievement. Georgia's Quality Basic Education Act (1985)
authorized the State Board of Education to fund In-School
Suspension Programs and reassign disruptive students to
isolated, individually oriented In-School Suspension
Programs, rather than suspending or expelling students from
school.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to determine the
perceptions of classroom teachers, in-school suspension
teachers and administrators regarding the effectiveness and
goals of In-School Suspension Programs in ten selected high
schools in the Atlanta Public School System. If the In-
School Suspension Programs are effective, they will reduce
the level of class disruptions, academic discipline will
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improve among students who have been assigned to in-school
suspension, students assigned to in-school suspension will
maintain their grade point average, and the general school
will be conducive to teaching and learning. To study these
variables, classroom teachers, in-school suspension
teachers and administrators were asked to complete a survey
questionnaire and a biographical data form.
The sample used for this study included 200 classroom
teachers, 10 in-school suspension teachers and 10
administrators from the 18 high schools in the Atlanta
Public School System. The sample totaled 220. Five
schools were selected from the top of the socioeconomic
scale and five schools were selected from the bottom of the
socioeconomic scale as determined by the number of free and
reduced lunches in the particular school.
The structured survey questionnaire was used to
collect the data. The questionnaire was tested for face
validity and extant clarity in a pilot study which was
conducted during the month of August of the 1988-89 school
year preceding the actual study by one month. Participants
in the pilot test was five classroom teachers, one in¬
school suspension teacher and one administrator who were
not involved in the actual study.
The questionnaire measured the following:
(a) understanding the goals of the In-School Suspension
Program, (b) perceived effectiveness, (c) disruptive
behavior, and (d) home/school relations. The scoring for
each question was: A. 5 Strongly agree, B. 4 Agree,
C. 3 Neutral (No opinion), D. 2 Disagree, and E. 1
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Strongly Disagree. There was reverse scoring for negative
questions: A. 1 Strongly agree, B. 2 Agree, C. 3
Neutral (No opinion), D. 4 Disagree, and E. 5 Strongly
Disagree.
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze data
from the questionnaires to determine the degree of
relationship, if any, between variables.
1. Results and Conclusions Hypothesis 1: Table 15
shows that there is no significant difference in the
perception of the three groups regarding the effectiveness
of the In-School Suspension Programs. From the mean scores
it can be seen that in-school suspension teachers perceive
the program to be significantly more effective than the
classroom teachers. The mean score for these two groups
are 4.41 and 4.40, respectively. The mean score for the
administrators is 4.33 which means that there may also be a
significant difference between administrators and classroom
teachers in the perception of the effectiveness of the In-
School Suspension Program. The null hypothesis was
therefore rejected.
2. Results and Conclusions-Hypothesis 2: Table 16
presents the results of the ANOVA to test this hypothesis.
The table shows that the perceptions of the three groups
did not differ significantly regarding the disruptive
behavior of students who have been assigned to the In-
School Suspension Program. The mean score for
administrators is 3.10. The mean score for classroom
teachers is 2.99 and the mean score for in-school
suspension teachers is 2.70. The three groups did not
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perceive that any significant changes had occurred in the
behavior of disruptive students placed in the In-School
Suspension Program. The null hypothesis was accepted.
3. Results and Conclusions Hypothesis 3: Table 17
presents the results of the ANOVA to test this hypothesis.
The table shows that there is a significant difference in
the perception of the three groups regarding the In-School
Suspension Program. From the mean score 4.34, the in¬
school suspension teachers seem to have a much greater
understanding of the goals of the program than the
classroom teachers whose mean score is 3.76. The mean
score for administrators is 4.26 which indicates that there
may also be a significant difference between administrators
and classroom teachers in the perception of the goals of
the In-School Suspension Program. The null hypothesis was
therefore rejected.
4. Results and Conclusions Hypothesis 4. Table 18
presents the results of the ANOVA to test this hypothesis.
The table shows that there is a significant difference in
the perception of the three groups regarding the home/
school relations of students before and after their
assignment to the In-School Suspension Program. In-school
suspension teachers' mean score of 4.00 indicates that
their perception of the change in home/school relations
after student have been placed in in-school suspension is
significantly different than the perceptions of the
classroom teachers whose mean score is 3.42. The mean
score for administrators is 3.70 which indicates that there
may also be a significant difference between classroom
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teachers and administrators in their perception of the
home/school relations of students before and after their
assignment to in-school suspension. The null hypothesis
was rejected.
5. Results and Conclusions Hypothesis 5: Table 19
presents the results of the ANOVA to test this hypothesis.
The table shows that there is no significant difference
between the perception of the two groups of schools
regarding effectiveness of In-School Suspension Programs.
The results of this study indicated that there was a
significant difference among classroom teachers, in-school
suspension teachers and administrators in their perception
of the effectiveness of the In-School Suspension Program.
There was a significant difference between the mean scores
of in-school suspension teachers and classroom teachers.
The administrators' mean score indicates that there may
also be a significant difference between administrators and
classroom teachers in the perception of the effectiveness
of the In-School Suspension Program.
The results of this study also indicated that the
perceptions of the three groups did not differ
significantly regarding the disruptive behavior of students
who have been assigned to the In-School Suspension Program.
The results of this study indicated that there is a
significant difference in the perception of the three
groups regarding the goals of the In-School Suspension
Program. From the mean score, the in-school suspension
teachers seem to have a much greater understanding of the
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goals of the program than the classroom teachers whose mean
score is less.
In regard to the home/school relations there is a
significant difference in the perceptions of the three
groups before and after students have been assigned to the
In-School Suspension Program. In-school suspension
teachers' mean score indicates that their perception of the
home/school relations after students have been placed in
in-school suspension is significantly different than the
perception of the classroom teachers. The mean score for
the administrators indicates that there may also be a
significant difference between the classroom teachers and
the administrators in their perception of the home/school
relations of students before and after their assignment to
in-school suspension.
The results of this study indicated that there is no
significant difference between the two groups of schools
regarding effectiveness of the In-School Suspension
Programs.
The purpose of this study was to determine the
perceptions of classroom teachers, in-school suspension
teachers and administrators regarding the effectiveness and
goals of the In-School Suspension Programs in ten selected
high schools in the Atlanta Public School System. The
results of the study indicated there are significant
differences in the perceptions of the classroom teachers,
in-school suspension teachers and administrators with
regards to the effectiveness and goals of the In-School
Suspension Program. The most significant difference was
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between in-school suspension teachers and classroom
teachers and their perceptions of the goals of the In-
School Suspension Program and the level of improvement of
the home/school relations of students who have been
assigned to in-school suspension.
There was a significant difference of the perceptions
among the in-school suspension teachers, classroom teachers
and administrators in regard to disruptive behavior of
students and the effectiveness of In-School Suspension
Programs of the two groups of schools.
Researcher Seyfarth (1980) concluded that many middle
and high schools have recently adopted in-school suspension
in recognition of the need for more effective disciplinary
procedures and as a way of correcting the inherent
flaws in traditional suspension procedures. With in¬
school suspension, students are temporarily assigned to a
special classroom and are restricted to the room without
opportunities for social interaction.
Based on the results of this study, there was a
significant difference in the understanding of the goals
of the In-School Suspension Program among classroom
teachers. This misunderstanding can be eliminated by an
in-service session with the personnel in each school. This
would enable each component involved with education of
students to have a clearer interpretation of the total
process of in-school suspension.
The results also indicated that the three groups of
professional educators in the population sampled differed
significantly in several of their perceptions of the In-
93
School Suspension Program in the Atlanta Public School
System. It was suggested that perhaps these variances in
perception can be attributed to the levels of intensity in
exposure to the program. One can reason that since
ISS teachers have a more intense daily exposure to
the program and are more familiar with the guidelines,
goals and structure, and the day-to-day activities, they
are in a more favorable position to assess the
effectiveness of the In-School Suspension Program.
Conclusions
This study showed that there is a significant
difference in the perceptions of in-school suspension
teachers and classroom teachers. The significant
difference may exist because the in-school suspension
teachers work closely with the students who are placed in
the In-School Suspension Program and they are able to see
the improvement as it occurs. The implementation of a
better method of imparting knowledge of the guidelines and
procedures of the In-School Suspension Program is needed.
The study showed that there may be a significant
difference between administrators and classroom teachers in
the perception of the effectiveness of the In-School
Suspension Program. Staff development sessions could serve
as a means of informing school personnel of the guidelines
and procedures of the In-School Suspension Program.
Based on the analysis of data, the following
conclusions are made:
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1. There was a significant difference in the views
regarding the effectiveness of the In-School Suspension
Program.
2. There was no significant difference in the
disruptive behavior of students who had been assigned to
the In-School Suspension Program.
3. There was a significant difference in the
understanding of the goals of the In-School Suspension
Program.
4. There was a significant difference in the home/
school relations of students before and after their
assignment to the In-School Suspension Program.
5. There was no significant difference between the
two groups of schools' effectiveness of the In-School
Suspension Programs.
Recommendations
1. Provide informative sessions for all school
personnel to impart knowledge of the guidelines and
procedures of the In-School Suspension Program.
2. Encourage good home/school relations by convening
some of the PTA Meetings in the community.
3. Reduce the confinement time of students assigned
to in-school suspension for 3-5 days who exemplify very
good behavior after at least two days of the assignment.
4. Design a city-wide Conduct Council to include
teachers, students and parents from each high school in the
Atlanta Public School System. Award some type of
incentive to one student in each school who has shown the
most improvement in conduct.
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5. Provide at least one brief annual meeting of all
in-school suspension teachers in the system for the purpose
of assessing the In-School Suspension Program and
generating ideas from improvement.
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Appendix A
Letter Requesting Approval to Conduct the Study
ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOOLS
HENRY GRADY HIGH SCHOOL 929 CHARLES ALLEN DRIVE, N E. ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30367
TELEPHONE 872-3803
OFFICE OF THE PRINCIPAL
Mrs. Nancy J. Emmons
Department of Research
and Evaluation
Atlanta Public Schools
210 Pryor Street, S. W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30335
Dear Ms. Emmons:
I would like permission to conduct a survey in ten selected
high schools in the Atlanta Public School System to gather
data to complete my doctoral dissertation, "The Perceived
Effectiveness of the In-School Suspension (ISS) Program in
Ten Selected High Schools in the Atlanta Public School
System," to fulfill the requirements for a doctoral degree
at Atlanta University. I have enclosed six copies of the
research proposal and six copies of the instrxoment to be
used to collect the data. I have provided the scoring
instructions as directed by your department.
The participating schools will be chosen according to their
socioeconomic status, five from the top of the scale and
five from the bottom of the scale according the number of
free and reduced lunches. The participating schools will
not be identified; however, if your desire this information
please contact me.
I feel that this research will be of value to the Atlanta
School System, especially the high schools. I eagerly
await your approval so that I may begin to implement this
worthwhile research project.
Sincerely yours.
Thomas E. Adger
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Appendix B
Letter to Participants
ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOOLS
HENRY GRADY HIGH SCHOOL 929 CHARLES ALLEN DRIVE. N.E. ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30367
TELEPHONE 872-3803
OFFICE OF THE PRINCIPAL
Dear Colleague:
I am a principal in the City of Atlanta School System
completing the requirements for a Doctoral Degree. You
have been selected to participate in the study and your
response is very important to its success. I am asking
for your assistance in conducting a study on the
effectiveness of the In-School Suspension Program as
perceived by administrators, classroom teachers, and ISS
teachers.
You will find enclosed the In-School Suspension survey
questionnaire and biographical data sheet. Please respond
according to the instructions on the In-School Suspension
Survey Questionnaire and Biographical Data Sheet. I
appreciate very much your willingness to assist me in this
study. Respondents will not be identified.
Please return the questionnaire and biographical data sheet
to your principal within 2 days. Again, let me thank you
in advance for your time and contribution.
Sincerely,
Thomas E. Adger,
Principal
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Appendix C
In-School Suspension Survey Questionnaire
The Perceived Effectiveness of the In-school Suspension
(ISS) Program in Ten Selected High Schools in the
Atlanta Public School System
In-School Suspension Survey Questionnaire
Demographic Information
The following information is for statistical analysis. These
guestions will provide important background data for
analyzing the information you have provided. The information
for the entire study is strictly confidential. Please place
an (X) on the appropriate line.
1. AGE
30-35
36-40
41-45
46-50
over 50
3. SEX 4.
^MALE
FEMALE
5. EDUCATION ATTAINMENT 6.
B. A.
B, S.
M. A.
M. S.
ED. S.
ED. D.
PH. D.
7. ADMINISTRATIVE AREA 8.
AREA I
AREA II
AREA III
9. LARGEST ISS STUDENT 10.
POPULATION
LOW/NO INCOME
LOW INCOME
MIDDLE INCOME
2. TEACHING EXPERIENCE
1-5 YEARS
6-10 YEARS
11-15 YEARS
OVER 2 0 YEARS
POSITION
ADMINISTRATION
CLASSROOM TEACHER
ISS TEACHER
RACE
BLACK
CAUCASIAN
ORIENTAL
INDIAN
OTHER
LARGEST SCHOOL POPULATION
IS:
LOW OR NO INCOME
LOW INCOME
HIGH INCOME
THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS
A STUDENT SPENDS IN ISS
IS:
ONE TWO THREE
FOUR FIVE OTHER
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Instructions
Please read each statement carefully and select the best
response that expresses the present status of the In-School
Suspension Program in your school. Please record your
selection by placing an (X) on the appropriate line.
1. The In-School Suspension Program(ISS) is implemented in
my school as specified under QBE.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
2. The ISS program is a good program and is needed at my
school.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
3. The purpose of the ISS program was explained to me.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
4. The ISS program has too many constraints to be effective
at my school.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
5. The ISS program has reduced the number of discipline
problems I had to deal with.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
6. Skipping class is the most frequently violated rule by
students under my supervision.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
7. Fighting is the most frequently violated rule by students
under my supervision.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
“fno opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
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8. Disturbing class/others is the most frequently violated
rule by students under my supervision.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
“Tno opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
9. One of the goals of the ISS is to improve discipline in
the school.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
10. One of the goals of the ISS program is to increase daily
attendance on the school.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
11. One of the goals of the ISS program is to increase
student productivity in the classroom.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
12. One of the goals of the ISS program is to allow
disruptive students to be counseled while in the ISS
room.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
13. One of the goals of the ISS program is to be an
alternative to out of school suspension.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
14. One of the goals of the ISS program is to punish
disruptive students.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
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15. Students' grade point averages remained the same after
their assignment to the ISS program.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
16. Students' grade point averages were lower after their
assignment to the ISS program.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
17. Students' grade point averages were higher after their
assignment to the ISS program.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
18. The ISS program has reduced the level of disruption.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. ^disagree
19. The ISS program has improved the instructional climate.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. ^disagree
20. The ISS program has reduced the number of discipline
problems in the school.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
21. Students assigned to ISS should have their time reduced
for being productive and well-behaved.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
22. Additional days should be given to ISS students for
being disruptive while in ISS.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
no
23. ISS placement should be considered for all school-rule
infractions.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
24. Students should still be assigned to ISS who never bring
back a contract signed by a parent or guardian.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. ^disagree
25. There has been an observable reduction in the number of
discipline problems in this school.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. ^disagree
26. There has been an observable reduction in the severity
of discipline problems in this school.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
27. Students in ISS should be allowed to take special exams
out of the ISS room
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
28. Students in ISS should be permitted to attend a perform¬
ance based class (e.g. ROTC, Phy. Ed., Band, etc.)
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
29. The ISS program has improved the home/school relations
of students who have been assigned.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
30. The ISS program has improved the school attitudes of
students it serves.
a. strongly agree b. agree c. neutral
(no opinion)
d. strongly disagree e. disagree
